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!
IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD  
!

_________________________________  § 
       § 
LINDA S. RESTREPO,     § 
       § 
Opposer,       § 
v.        § Opposition No. 91220386 
       § 
ALLIANCE RIGGERS & CONSTRUCTORS,  § 
LTD., CORDOVA ALLIANCE, LLC.   § 

! ! ! !    §!

       § 
Applicants.       § 
_________________________________  §  
!
!

OPPOSER’S NOTIFICATION BY ORDER DATED MAY 8, 2015    
!

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

!
! Now Come Opposer Linda S. Restrepo and files this her timely Notification as 

Requested by Order Dated May 8, 2015 as follows: 

       I. 

 The USPTO has ruled “twice” that Applicant must disclaim utilization of the 

words “riggersandconstructors”  but County Court records document  the Applicants 

believe that they can subterfuge the authority of the USPTO.  The USPTO has 

directed Applicant  to disclaim the use of the words “riggers & constructors” as merely 

descriptive,  common words found in the English dictionary and not subject to trademark 

registration and that the word “Alliance” is the legally owned by Alliance Steel, Inc. 

domiciled at 3333 South Council Road, Oklahoma City OKLAHOMA 72179, under 

Federal Trademark Registrations 3604909 and 3600905.   

 And while on one hand the Applicant  has deceived the USPTO through false 

statements and affidavits that they will “disclaim” usage of said words, they have 



frivolously and viciously pursued the Opposer in State County Court for 35 months 

for her First Amendment freedom of speech rights and the  alleged usage of the 

merely descriptive words “riggers & constructors”. There is a blatant falsehood in 

stating to the USPTO that they have disclaimed usage of the merely descriptive 

words while attempting to utilize a State County Court to grant them a trademark 

to the same words.  

II. 

 As Applicant has acknowledged, they filed suit against Carlos E. Restrepo and 

Linda S. Restrepo, in El Paso County Court at Law #5, El Paso, Texas,  Case Number 

2012-DCV-04523 (the State Court Action) for alleged trademark infringement.  But 

Applicant has concealed evidence from the USPTO by presenting in Applicants  

Notification their “Second Amended Petition” (Exhibit 1) deceptively concealing 

evidence of their Original Petition (Exhibit 2) and their First Amended Petition.  

Applicant’s  Original  Petition falsely alleged that Carlos E. Restrepo and Linda S. 

Restrepo, (Exhibit 2) purchased the domain name 

“alliancereggersandconstructors.com” without their permission or authority, and 

Applicant signed legal court  documents stating that the domain name 

“alliancereggersandconstructors.com” was the Applicant’s common-law, well-known 

trademark which Linda S. Restrepo had violated.  

 The fact is that Carlos E. Restrepo and Linda S. Restrepo, never purchased 

said domain name, and never used such domain name, as is documented hereby by 

the GoDaddy domain name search (Exhibit 3) which shows that the domain name 

subject of the Applicants two year State Court trademark infringement litigation is 

for sale as of today.  
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 The fact is that the Applicant herein never used or purchased the domain 

name Applicant alleged in Court documents  from 2012-2014 was their “well 

known” common law trademark. 

 The fact is that the Applicant for “two years” from 2012 - 2014 claimed and 

declared  in State Court records and  documents that their trademark was 

“alliancereggersandconstructors.com”.  It is clear from Court records that the 

Applicant herein has no idea what their alleged trademark name is and that they 

are willing and have changed it at whim dependent upon the situation and the legal 

forum which they appear before. 

III. 

 On June 20, 2014, looking at the possibility of a no-evidence Summary 

Judgment against them in State County Court Applicant herein,  dismissed their 

allegations and claim of their “well known” common law trademark  

“alliancereggersandconstructors.com”. 

 Applicant’s “First Amended Petition” filed on June 20, 2014 claimed their 

“new”  “well known” common law trademark contained the words “riggers & 

constructors”  (Exhibit 4) the same generic words the USPTO has directed 

Applicant  to disclaim as merely descriptive,  common words found in the 

English dictionary and not subject to trademark registration, and the same 

common law words that the Applicant falsely stated to the USPTO that they 

had “disclaimed”. 
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 The applicant is now litigating different claims in different legal forums, 

one claim and set of alleged facts  in State County Court and a diametric 

claim and set of alleged facts before the USPTO. 

IV. 

 On the 5th day of June 2015, Applicants apparently came up with another 

diametric set of alleged facts and claims and filed their “Second Amended Original 

Petition” (Exhibit 1) again trying to get a County Court Judge to give them a 

trademark over words the USPTO has determined are  “not subject to trademark 

registration”.  At this point in time it is unclear what Applicant’s alleged “well 

known”, “long-time use”, trademark is.  Since Applicant claimed the words “alliance 

riggers & constructors” as their long-time used, alleged well known, common law 

trademark in State County Court for the first time on “June 20, 2014” it is 

unrealistic that such generic words are well known or were ever utilized by the 

Applicants for such a long time as they now allege to the USPTO.  The Court and 

records before the USPTO document that what the Applicant is stating as truth to 

the USPTO is not a truth at all . 1

Opposer Requests a More Definitive Statement 

 Opposer requests a more definitive statement as to what the Applicant’s 

alleged common law trademark is, how long it has been utilized in commerce, what 

geographic locations it has been utilized in and who is the alleged trademark is 

allegedly  “well known to”?  A motion for more definite statement under United 
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 Fraud in procuring a federal trademark registration occurs when an applicant for 1

registration knowingly makes a specific false, material representation of fact in 
connection with an application to register with the intent of obtaining a registration 
to which it is otherwise not entitled. See In re Bose Corp., 580 F.3d 1240, 91 
USPQ2d 1938 (Fed. Cir. 2009).



States federal law, is a means of obtaining a more detailed motion from the 

opposing party in a civil case before interposing a responsive pleading. In federal 

jurisprudence, the motion is permitted by Rule 12(e) of The Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure.  

 The Opposer states that the claim of trademark by the Applicant is without 

either standing and/or legal merit and respectfully request that  The Trademark 

Trial And Appeal Board respond by striking the Applicants trademark application  

from the record if it is found to be without standing and/or  legal merit. A response  

motion from the Applicant must contain a point-by-point rebuttal, with each point 

numbered, and should reference some case law in support of the motion. 

V. 

 Court records which The Trademark Trial And Appeal Board  has requested, 

document that Opposer has standing for the reasons previously submitted to the 

USPTO. Based on the fact that the Applicant’s  false  material representation of fact 

made twice under oath in his trademark application, Applicant’s intent is to extract 

a registration to which it is otherwise not entitled and to obtain goods and services 

from the Opposer which they are not entitled to. See In re Bose Corp., 580 F.3d 

1240, 91 USPQ2d 1938 (Fed. Cir. 2009). Opposer will be damaged if the USPTO 

registers the Applicants bogus trademark. 

 The abuse of process by the Applicant through his false trademark 

applications is being utilized to compel/coerce the Opposer to do a collateral thing: 

(1) give up her property rights, (2) give up her right to be paid for work performed, 

(3) give up Opposers First Amendment freedom of speech rights, (4) give up 

Opposers intellectual property rights, (5) give up her Constitutional Federal Rights 
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to copyright, and to (6) give up her Constitutional Rights to access to the Courts 

and to address The Trademark Trial And Appeal Board for grievances against her, 

which Opposer would not be compelled to do" otherwise . This case is an important 2

test for First Amendment free speech protections. The actions of the  Applicant 

were instigated to violate and deprive the Opposer of her Constitutional and Due 

Process Rights under the First and Fourteenth Amendments. Opposer states that if 

the USPTO grants the Applicants bogus trademark her first Amendment and 

Freedom of speech rights will be violated. 

Reverse Cybersquatting 

 Court records verify that the Applicant’s alleged trademark was not and is not  

distinctive at the time of the Opposer’s registration of the domain name which as a 

matter of law Opposer has a protected superior interest in it. The Applicant has not 

presented a legitimate interest in the domain name owned by the Opposer.   

 The pending litigation in State County Court is also for “breach of contract” 

which both parties have filed against each other. As the Court records and the 

Applicant’s own sworn admissions and statements verify, the Opposer has a 

"contractual right to use that name"  (Exhibit 5) in that the Applicant voluntarily 

relinquished ownership and granted contractual license of any right it may have had 
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 Opposer invokes her Constitutional Rights and The First Amendment to the 2

United States Constitution which affords her  access to the courts, including the 
right to petition the government for redress of grievances. App. C, U.S. Const. 
Amend I; see also Texas Const., Art. 1 § 27. The right to petition the government is 
“among the most precious of the liberties safeguarded by the Bill of Rights.” United 
Mine Workers of America, Dist. 12 v. Illinois State Bar Ass’n, 389 U.S. 217, 222 
(1967). Tex. Const. art. I, § 13 (“All courts shall be open, and every person for an 
injury done him, in his lands, goods, person or reputation, shall have remedy by 
due course of law).”



to the alleged “generic words” that the Opposer incorporated into her Copyrighted 

creative work product materials (Exhibit 6).  

 The record before this Board also documents that the Applicants “new” 

drawing submitted in their “Response to Office Action” on August 4, 2014 (Exhibit 

13) is not in fact a “new” drawing but the exact same drawing the Applicants 

transferred ownership to Opposer submitted herein in Exhibit 6.  Notwithstanding 

the fact reflected by the record that applicant admitted in sworn admissions that he 

also “gave permission” to Opposer to use the alleged name in the web page, 

(Exhibit 7) Applicant now brings a bogus trademark application in an attempt to 

have the USPTO “invalidate” a legally binding contract license  (Exhibit 5) by which 

Applicant gave up and transferred any rights they may have had to the  drawing 

“alleged trademark name” to the Opposer who has a Federal copyright to said name 

(Exhibit 6).  The domain name subject of the litigation is the intellectual property,  

legally owned asset and rightful property of the Opposer. 

VI. 

 As shown in the docket sheets from the State Court attached herein as 

Exhibit 8, the Eighth Court of Appeals, and the removed cases filed by the Opposer 

in Federal Court, Exhibit 9,  litigation between the identical parties involving the 

same alleged generic trademark is extensive and spans over three years. 

 The Courts have basically made the same determinations as to the merely 

descriptive words that the USPTO has made . All litigation submitted to the Eighth 3

Court of Appeals has been “dismissed” for lack of jurisdiction on the part of the 

Eighth Circuit Court of  Appeals.  The Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals lack  the 
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  “to disclaim the use of the words “riggers & constructors” as merely descriptive,  common 3

words found in the English dictionary and not subject to trademark registration”



jurisdiction or authority to grant Applicant a non-existent, common law, un-known 

trademark based on generic words.  The Opposer denies and objects to the 

misrepresentation made by the Applicants to wit: “that all State Court of Appeal 

actions have been determined adverse to the opposer”.   All administrative actions 

before the Eighth Court of Appeals are “interlocutory” for lack of jurisdiction and 

thus they have no final determinations. The Applicant now seeks a trademark 

registration from the USTO as leverage to gain an unfair competitive advantage 

before the state court and the Eighth Court of Appeals. 

 Both the County Court records (Exhibit 8)  and the Federal filings  (Exhibit 9) 

disclose  “some of” the secret partners, that the USPTO required the Applicant (the 

applicants trademark application SN 76711574) to identify.  The USPTO required 

Applicant herein to make an Entity Clarification of its alleged general and limited 

partnerships, to include their citizenship; Applicant refused to do so and instead 

chose to “abandon” their trademark application . It is clear from the record that the 4

Applicant is attempting to perpetrate fraud  to obtain a trademark registration 

based on “unnamed partnerships who have unidentified citizenships”.  5
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 Entity Clarification 4

Applicant indicated it is a Limited Partnership. However, applicant has not indicated the 
names and citizenship of the partners. After setting forth the applicant’s name and entity, 
the application of a partnership should specify the state or country under whose laws the 
partnership or joint venture is organized. 37 C.F.R. §2.32(a)(3)(ii). In addition, domestic 
partnerships must set forth the names, legal entities, and national citizenship (for 
individuals), or state or country of organization (for businesses), of all general partners or 
active members that compose the partnership or joint venture. 37 C.F.R. §§2.32(a)(3)(iii) 
and (iv). These requirements apply to both general and limited partnerships. They also 
apply to a partnership that is a general partner in a larger partnership. Limited partners or 
silent or inactive partners need not be listed. The following format should be used: 

 Cordova Alliance, LLC,  El Paso Crane & Rigging, Inc., Frank H. Cordova, Paul D. Cordova, 5

Roberta Cordova, Nick Delgado, Melody Pruett, Phillip Pruett, Terry Stevens.



 Cordova Alliance, LLC., is a separate new Corporate entity which has 

deceptively been sneaked into the current Trademark application SERIAL NUMBER: 

76716209  thus voiding the application and making it legally insufficient because:  

(1) Cordova Alliance, LLC., has not made any Entity Clarification of its alleged 

general and limited partnerships, to include their citizenship, (2)  Cordova Alliance, 

LLC., as a separate Corporate Entity has not paid a trademark application fee. 

Federal Court Actions 

 In spite of the Applicant’s numerous baseless ad hominem attacks too 

lengthy to address herein and which Opposer denies and objects to for the record,  

and Applicant’s  attempts at character assassination of the Opposer, the  three (3) 

Federal Court Actions have been remanded back to State County Court based on 

the “lack of Federal Jurisdiction”, which  supports the fact that the Applicant “has no 

valid trademark” and no trademark subject to Federal protection.  The Applicant 

now seeks a trademark registration from the USTO as leverage to gain an unfair 

competitive advantage before the Federal Courts. Federal Jurisdiction is required by 

anyone attempting to proceed in Federal Courts and the Federal Courts have 

determined that there is no jurisdiction because before the eyes of the federal court 

the Applicant has no trademark. 

 Standing is a Constitutional prerequisite to maintaining a Trademark 

Application and proceedings in this appeal process. Standing, is a necessary 

component of a court's subject matter jurisdiction, cannot be conferred by consent 

or waiver. . . Id. at 443; see Mapco, Inc. v. Forrest, 795 S.W.2d 700, 703 (Tex.

1990); In re Guardianship of Erickson, 208 S.W.3d 737, 740 (Tex.App.-Texarkana 

2006, orig. proceeding). Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd., Cordova Alliance, 
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LLC. and R. Wayne Pritchard have failed to meet the legal requirements for 

standing to bring a trademark application for merely generic words. 

 There has not been a final determination on the merits in the State Court 

Action. The limited Orders of the State Court  have been  administrative and 

interlocutory orders and the Opposer has given notice of her intent to appeal any 

and all administrative interlocutory decisions.  The infamous Ex parte ruling that the 

Applicant was able to get a County Court Judge to give him on November 3, 2014  6

when the case: (1)  had been and was officially in Federal Court, when (2)  the 

Opposer was not present, and (3)  when Opposer was not given an opportunity to 

examine the evidence or present counter evidence, was an unconstitutional 

misapplication of the law and a denial of Opposers procedural and substantive due 

process rights  and is an appealable interlocutory order. The Opposer has objected 

to said Ex parte hearing and given notice of her intent to appeal it.  The Applicants 

have falsely stated to this Appeals Board that Opposer is prevented from: “ever 

filing any action against anyone” a hearsay self serving ludicrous statement.  

Opposer makes a standing and running objection to continuous and on-going self-

serving false statements made by the Applicant and demands strict proof thereof of 

any statement Applicants makes. 

VII. 

R. Wayne Pritchard as Witness 
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 Applicants own documents (Exhibit 9) verify that on November 3, 2014 the case was in 6

Federal Court and thus the County Court has no authority or jurisdiction to make an exparte 
ruling.



 First, by filing completely dimetric arguments and sworn statements  in State 7

County Court, the Eighth Court of Appeals and before three (3) different Federal 

Judges, Mr. Pritchard has made himself a “witness” to this appeal. Both State Court 

and Federal Court records also document that Mr. Pritchard has attempted  to 

represent 3 separate Corporate Entities as well as eight (8) individuals in  State 

County Court, Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals and Federal Court proceedings 

concerning their alleged common law trademark. 

 The determination of who Attorney R. Wayne Pritchard represents (Alliance 

Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. or Cordova Alliance, LLC.)  in this Appeal  is critical to 

the Opposers substantive Constitutional, Due Process, First and Fourteenth 

Amendment Rights. As such the Opposer states that she believes Applicant’s 

trademark applications and this appeal is being prosecuted or defended without 

authority and respectfully request that R. Wayne Pritchard appear before The 

Trademark Trial And Appeal Board  to show his authority to act on behalf of  

Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. and or Cordova Alliance, Inc.  As a matter of 

!11

  Although the ethics rules do not expressly use the pejorative term "lie," various 7

provisions clearly indicate that lying, in the fundamental sense, is prohibited. See 
MODEL RULES OF PROF'L CONDUCT R. 1.2(d) (2007) ("A lawyer shall not counsel a 
client to engage, or assist a client, in conduct that the lawyer knows is criminal or 
fraudulent .... "); id. at R. 3.3(a)(1) (“A lawyer shall not knowingly make a false statement 
of fact or law to a tribunal or fail to correct a false statement of material fact or law 
previously made to the tribunal by the lawyer .. "); id. at R. 3.3(a)(3) (prohibiting lawyers 
from in any way participating in the knowing presentation of false evidence to the court and 
requiring the initiation of reasonable remedial measures in the event that the lawyer 
discovers the falsity after the evidence has been offered); id. at R. 3.4(b) (“A lawyer shall 
not... falsify evidence, counsel or assist a witness to testify falsely, or offer an inducement 
to a witness that is prohibited by law .... "); id. at R. 4.1 ("In the course of representing a 
client a lawyer shall not knowingly: (a) make a false statement of material fact or law to a 
third person; or (b) fail to disclose a material fact when disclosure is necessary to avoid 
assisting a criminal or fraudulent act by a client, unless disclosure is prohibited by Rule 
1.6."); id. at R. 7.1 ("A lawyer shall not make a false or misleading communication about 
the lawyer or the lawyer's services."); id. at R. 8.4(c) ("It is professional misconduct for.a 
lawyer to ... engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or 
misrepresentation ....“).



law, any questions concerning Attorney Pritchard’s authority to act on behalf of “El 

Paso Crane & Rigging, Inc.,  or Cordova Alliance, LLC,  before the USPTO And The 

Trademark Trial And Appeal Board  must be addressed as required by federal law. 

 Opposer make a standing and running objection to the fact that there 

has been a denial of Opposers substantive Constitutional and fundamental rights to 

Due Process throughout this opposition process  due to Attorney Pritchard’s 

continued litigation misconduct and perjured statements before the USPTO. 

 The fact that the Attorney Pritchard is acting under a “power of attorney” for 

Alliance Riggers & Constructors (Exhibit 10) makes him a witness to this case and 

substantiates Opposers  position and State Bar Rules that he lacks the authority to 

represent Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd.., Cordova Alliance, LLC and 

unidentified,  unnamed “John Doe” partnerships who have unidentified citizenships” 

all parties properly part of the Trademark applications and Opposers opposition 

before this Honorable Board . 8

VIII. 

 Opposer restates and re-alleges her May 28, 2015 Motion to Dismiss and  

incorporates  it by reference  herein as if submitted in its entirety (Exhibit 11) . As a 

matter of law without standing, without authority to act, without a legitimate 
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 First of all, Disciplinary Rule 1.12 (Organization as a Client) (Model Rule 1.13) defines the 8

lawyer's duties when the client is a corporation or other organization. The rule makes clear 
that the lawyer retained by the organization represents the organization, not individual 
officers, directors, or employees. In direct violation of Texas Disciplinary Rule 1.12, the 
Appeal before the USPTO THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD  i.e. being pursued 
by Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd., and Cordova Alliance, LLC. Therefore under the 
requirements of Texas Disciplinary Rule 1.12 Attorney R. Wayne Pritchard does not have the 
authority to represent two Corporations El Paso Crane & Rigging, Inc., Cordova Alliance, LLC 
and unidentified,  unnamed partnerships who have unidentified citizenships” with conflicting 
interests when Attorney Pritchard is and has been the “authorized agent” and functioning 
under a “power of attorney” for Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd.  The Texas Approach. 
The standards relating to conflicts with existing clients are quite simple. “A lawyer shall not 
represent opposing parties to the same litigation”. Rule 1.06.



trademark, Applicant’s Trademark Application and Motion to Dismiss was moot and 

legally insufficient on its face.  

 Applicants has refused to respond to Opposer’s Motion to Dismiss, therefore 

as a matter of law Applicant has waived any rights they may have had to object to 

Opposer’s Motion to Dismiss and all statements made by Opposer in her Motion to 

Dismiss should be taken as valid, true and correct. 

 The facts, the evidence, the law document that the trademark application 

filed by the Applicants was filed for a reason other than that embodied by the  

Trademark Application process. There is no rational argument based upon the 

evidence or law to support Applicants trademark application. Because the Applicant 

lacked standing to bring: their (1) trademark application, (2) their Motion to 

Dismiss, as a matter of law Applicant’s Motion to Dismiss was legally insufficient. 

 Opposer herein claims that her substantive rights under the Due Process 

Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution have been 

violated throughout this process  in that the Applicant  has  withheld evidence 

favorable to the Opposer that creates a probability sufficient to undermine 

confidence in the outcome of the proceeding. 

 As the records in State County Court, the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals and 

the Federal Courts amply demonstrate, the Applicant is proceeding before the 

USPTO utilizing the same abuse of process modus operandi that they have 

maintained for 3 years in the lower Court (Exhibit Discovery Dispute Timeline Chart 

2: that being hiding of all evidence and then alleging  that no evidence exists.  As a 

matter of law each party is entitled to notice of his adversary's claims and defenses, 

as well as notice of the relief sought. Perez v. Briercroft Serv. Corp., 809 S.W.2d 
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216, 218 (Tex. 1991). TRCP Rules 45 and 47 require pleadings to give "fair and 

adequate notice" of each claim asserted so that the opposing party will have 

information sufficient to enable him to prepare a defense. Paramount Pipe & Sup. 

Co. v. Muhr, 749 S.W.2d 491, 494-95 (Tex. 1988). 

IX.!

! In further compliance with the The Trademark Trial And Appeal Board Order 

Dated May 8, 2015 to supply information concerning the on-going litigation, 

Opposer submits a true and complete copy of her June 1, 2015  Defendants 

Amended Answer To Plaintiff’s First Amended Original Petition, Defendants 

Counterclaim, Affirmative Defenses, Suit On Sworn Account And Declaratory 

Judgment Request (Exhibit 12).  In said Petition and Counterclaim Opposer makes 

claims for Breach of Contract, Unjust Enrichment, Suit on Sworn Account, Theft of 

Services, Abuse of Process and Malicious Prosecution, all arising out of the alleged 

trademark subject of this Appeal. 

 June 1, 2015 Abuse of Process Claim Against the Applicant herein 

(1)  The Petition claims that the  Applicant misused the legal process by claiming 

trademark infringement, which is a misapplication of the law and other claims 

arising out of alleged trademark infringement against the Opposer as coercion to 

obtain a collateral advantage, not properly involved in the proceedings and to 

coerce the Opposer to surrender her property, and the payment of money owed by 

the Applicants to the Opposer. 

(2)       The Petition claims Applicant misused the legal process for a purpose not 

lawfully warranted by that particular process by engaging in illegal, improper, or 

perverted use of the legal process, (2) the Applicant had an ulterior motive or 
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purpose in exercising such use of the process, and (3) the Opposer sustained 

damage as a result of the illegal act. 

 June 1, 2015 Malicious Prosecution Claim Against the Applicant herein 

(1)      The Petition claims  that the Applicant misused  the legal process for a 

collateral purpose. The filing of a Petition against the Opposer in June 20, 2012 was 

used to accomplish an end other than that which the writ was designed to 

accomplish. Both the Applicant and his agent attorney of record R. Wayne Pritchard 

knew that the facts given and maintained for two years of litigations were false, and 

that the legal theory asserted was invalid but they continued nevertheless. Opposer 

suffered legally recognizable injury, and the lawsuit against her was initiated with 

prejudice and “malice.” 

(2)     The Petition claims the Applicant misused the legal process by claiming 

trademark infringement, which is a misapplication of the law and other claims 

arising out of alleged trademark infringement against the Opposer as coercion to 

obtain a collateral advantage, not properly involved in the proceedings and to 

coerce the Opposer to surrender her property, and the payment of money owed by 

the Applicant to the Opposer. 

(3)    In the Petition the Opposer claims  an ulterior purpose by the Applicant 

through the obtention of an  unconstitutional Ex-parte void judgement against the 

Opposer as a vexatious litigant  which constituted an unconstitutional  

misapplication of the law and was used to effect an objective not within their proper 

scope in an attempt to force the Opposer to: (1) give up her property rights, (2) 

give up her  right to be paid for work performed, (3) give up her  First Amendment 

freedom of speech rights, (4) give up her  intellectual property rights, (5) 
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misappropriation of Opposers trade secrets and confidential information, (6) give up 

her  Federal Rights to copyright, (7) give up her Constitutional Rights to access to 

the Courts and to address the Courts for grievances against them and (8) to 

deprive Opposer of their “intangible right to honest services.” of a public official. 

 In further compliance with the The Trademark Trial And Appeal Board Order 

Dated May 8, 2015 to supply information concerning the on-going litigation, 

Opposer submits copies of Court documents filed in Courts to wit: 

Corporate Structure Chart 1: 
 the Organizational Chart and relationships between the Applicants and three 
other Corporations to include Cordova Alliance, LLC. 
!
Discovery Dispute Timeline Chart 2: 
  concerning the Applicants refusal to comply with Discovery and on-going 
illegal suppression of Evidence before the Courts. 
!
Conflict of Interest Chart 3: 
  the graphic which depicts the alleged conflict of interest of the presiding 
Judge of County Court at Law #5. 
!
 It is clear that granting the Applicant a trademark based on generic words 

(riggers & constructors), to the trademark name  “Alliance”  owned by  Alliance 

Steel, Inc. domiciled at 3333 South Council Road, Oklahoma City OKLAHOMA 

72179, under Federal Trademark Registrations 3604909 and 3600905 and based on 

an architectural ruler  design that has a valid patent on it from another entity does 

not serve justice, nor the objectives of the trademark registration process. 

 It is also clear from the docket sheets and the evidence contained herein that 

the Applicant’s misappropriation of the trademark registration process is for the 

illegal attempt of trying to utilize the USPTO to give them a competitive advantage 

in on-going and future litigation.  Applicant’s intent is to utilize any trademark 

granted to them by the USPTO as a leverage and as vindication of their alleged 
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wrongdoings both inside and outside of the Courts. Opposer is requesting that the 

Applicant’s trademark application and Applicants  “Motion to Dismiss” be terminated 

in that neither of said claims have standing before the USPTO Trials and Appeals 

Boards. 

 By filing this Notification response Opposer does not waive any objections 

that she may have as to service, jurisdiction, or venue, or any other defenses and 

objections she may have to this action.  Opposer intends no admissions of fact, law 

or liability by this Notification response, and expressly reserves all defenses, 

motions and or pleas.  Opposer reserves the right to amend and or supplement this 

Notification Response. 

 WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Opposer requests that her Motion 

to Dismiss be in all things granted, that Applicant’s trademark application be 

rejected and dismissed for lack of standing for fraud upon the USPTO and the 

trademark registration process. That Opposer be awarded such other and further 

relief, general or special, legal or equitable to which Opposer may be justly entitled. 

Respectfully submitted. 

/s/ Linda S. Restrepo-Pro Se 

P.O. Box 12066 
El Paso, Texas 79912 
(915)581-2732 
rd-intl@zianet.com 
!

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

!
 I hereby certify that on this 6th day of June 2015 a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing document was delivered  as required by the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure  to Wayne R. Pritchard, P.C., 300 East Main, Suite 1240, El Paso, Texas 
79901. 

/s/ Linda S. Restrepo 

!
!
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Exhibits 1-13 
Charts 1-3 
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6/6/15, 8:56 PMMessage

Page 1 of 1http://mail.zianet.com/cgi-bin/sqwebmail/printmsg/print?folder=INBOX&pos=696&form=print&setcookie=1

From: Phillip Pruett <pruett@allianceriggers.com>(+)

To: rdilsr@zianet.com(+)

Date: 23 Mar 2012, 05:17:35 PM

Subject: Allianceriggers.com website editing

HTML content follows

Linda,

 

Please find attached the edits we made to the website verbiage.

 

Please let me know if you have any questions.

 

Thank you,

 

Phillip Pruett     

Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd.

1200 Kastrin St.

El Paso, TX  79907

P- 915-591-4513    F- 915-593-4718    M- 575-644-8735

 

Attachment: Alliance Riggers web edit.pdf (application/pdf)

http://mail.zianet.com/cgi-bin/sqwebmail/login/rdilsr/0414866265D5CCE1A24692457849A8D7/1433645340?folder=INBOX&form=quickadd&pos=696&newname=Phillip+Pruett&newaddr=pruett%40allianceriggers.com
http://mail.zianet.com/cgi-bin/sqwebmail/login/rdilsr/0414866265D5CCE1A24692457849A8D7/1433645340?folder=INBOX&form=quickadd&pos=696&newname=rdilsr%40zianet.com&newaddr=rdilsr%40zianet.com


























































































!
IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD  
!

_________________________________  § 
       § 
DR. LINDA S. RESTREPO,    § 
       § 
Opposer,       § 
v.        § Opposition No. 91220386 
       § 
ALLIANCE RIGGERS & CONSTRUCTORS,  § 
LTD., CORDOVA ALLIANCE, LLC. and  § 
CORDOVA ALLIANCE, LLC.,   §!
       § 
Applicants.       § 
_________________________________  §  
!
!

OPPOSERS  RULE 12B(6) MOTION TO DISMISS APPLICANT’S 
TRADEMARK APPLICATION AND  
BRIEF IN SUPPORT THEREOF    

!
TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT: 

!
! Now Come Opposer Linda S. Restrepo and files this her Rule 12b(6) Motion 

to Dismiss Applicant’s Trademark application and Brief in support thereof as follows: 

FRCP Rule 12(b) pertains to pretrial motions, and 12(b)(6) specifically deals with 

motions to dismiss for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

 I 

 BACKGROUND 

!
 On May 18, 2012,  Applicant Phillip Cordova and Attorney R. Wayne Pritchard 

filed an application to trademark the name “allianceriggersandconstructors”  making 

sworn affidavits under the provisions of 18 U.S.C. §1001 to the USPTO on issues 

https://a.next.westlaw.com/Document/N96C8CD1043A111DC8D9EC9ECEEDEF2EE/View/FullText.html?originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)


which in fact were false .  At the time Phillip Cordova and Attorney Wayne R. 1

Pritchard acting under a power of Attorney from Alliance signed their false  affidavit 2

under 18 U.S.C. §1001 to the USPTO on May 18, 2012, they knew or should have 

known that Alliance Steel, Inc. domiciled at 3333 South Council Road, Oklahoma 

City OKLAHOMA 72179, was the legal owner of the trademark name “Alliance” 

under Federal Trademark Registrations 3604909 and 3600905. They also knew that 

they had pirated the Patented  three pronged ruler design of Paul Thomas Wood, 

Mandeville, LA Pub. No: US2010/0083515 A1; Pub. Date: April 8, 2010.  As well as 3

the fact that a domain name had already been purchased. 

 In the Office Action from the USPTO, the applicants for trademark application 

SN 76711574 were required to make an Entity Clarification of its alleged general 

!2

 While in their April 21, 2014 Trademark Application Alliance Riggers Phillip 1

Cordova, General Manager who has hired a trademark attorney, stated under the 
provisions of 18 U.S.C. §1001 with full knowledge that willful, false statements 
made in his trademark application may jeopardize the validity of the application 
he continued to state that he “believes no other person, firm, corporation, or 
association has the right to use said mark in commerce either in identical 
form thereof or in such near resemblance thereto as to be likely, when applied 
to the goods of such other person, to cause confusion, or to cause 
mistake, or to deceive and that all statements made of his own knowledge 
are true and that all statements made on information and belief are believed 
to be true”. This is spite of the fact that Mr. Cordova and his trademark attorney 
knew or should have known and chose to ignore the documentation and 
facts contained therein.

  Fraud in procuring a federal trademark registration occurs when an applicant for 2

registration knowingly makes a specific false, material representation of fact in connection 
with an application to register with the intent of obtaining a registration to which it is 
otherwise not entitled. See In re Bose Corp., 580 F.3d 1240, 91 USPQ2d 1938 (Fed. Cir. 
2009).

 The Trademark Trial and Appeal Board’s has explained that: “[t]he appropriate inquiry is 3

not into the registrant's subjective intent, but rather into the objective manifestations of 
that intent.”. The board went on to hold that “[a] trademark applicant commits fraud in 
procuring a registration when it makes material representation of fact in its declaration, 
which it knows or should known to be false or misleading.” Id.



and limited partnerships, to include their their citizenship, Applicant refused to do 

so and instead chose to “abandon” their trademark application . 4

 The USPTO refused the registration of the applied-for mark SN 76711574 on 

September 14, 2012 because of a likelihood of confusion with the marks in U.S. 

Registration Nos. 3604909 and 3600905. Trademark Act Section 2(d), 15 U.S.C. 

§1052(d); see TMEP §§1207.01 et seq. Nothing has changed since the 2012 USPTO 

determination.    

 There still exists a likelihood of confusion with the marks in U.S. Registration 

Nos. 3604909 and 3600905. Furthermore, the USPTO ruling directed Alliance to 

disclaim the use of the words “riggers & constructors” as merely descriptive,  

common words found in the English dictionary and not subject to trademark 

registration. 

 On April 21, 2014 exactly two years from the first filing and 8 months after 

receiving their abandonment notice from the USPTO (April 15, 2013) in an apparent 

attempt to pull a fast one on the USPTO Alliance filed the same exact trademark 

application it had previously filed May 22, 2012.  

 On April 21, 2014,  Attorney R. Wayne Pritchard filed an application for the 

trademark name “allianceriggersandconstructors”  for the second time, making 

!3

 Entity Clarification 4

Applicant indicated it is a Limited Partnership. However, applicant has not indicated the 
names and citizenship of the partners. After setting forth the applicant’s name and entity, 
the application of a partnership should specify the state or country under whose laws the 
partnership or joint venture is organized. 37 C.F.R. §2.32(a)(3)(ii). In addition, domestic 
partnerships must set forth the names, legal entities, and national citizenship (for 
individuals), or state or country of organization (for businesses), of all general partners or 
active members that compose the partnership or joint venture. 37 C.F.R. §§2.32(a)(3)(iii) 
and (iv). These requirements apply to both general and limited partnerships. They also 
apply to a partnership that is a general partner in a larger partnership. Limited partners or 
silent or inactive partners need not be listed. The following format should be used: 



sworn affidavits under the provisions of 18 U.S.C. §1001 to the USPTO on issues 

which in fact were false .  At the time Phillip Cordova and Attorney Wayne R. 5

Pritchard acting under a power of Attorney from Alliance signed their false affidavit 

under 18 U.S.C. §1001 to the USPTO on April 21, 2014 (filed under Serial Number 

76716209) they knew or should have known that Alliance Steel, Inc. domiciled at 

3333 South Council Road, Oklahoma City OKLAHOMA 72179 was the legal owner of 

the trademark name “Alliance” under Federal Trademark Registration 3604909 and 

3600905. They also knew or should have known that they had pirated the three 

pronged ruler Patented  design of Paul Thomas Wood, Mandeville, LA Pub. No: 

US2010/0083515 A1; Pub. Date: April 8, 2010 and that a domain name already 

existed. 

 Accordingly, Phillip Cordova and Attorney Wayne R. Pritchard acting under a 

power of Attorney from Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd,  had Alliance Steel, 

Inc., the Patent design of Paul Thomas and the domain name of the  Opposers  in 

mind when attempting to obtain a trademark in bad faith which the knew they were 

not entitled to.!

 The reasons the USPTO refused the first registration are the same basis that 

the second registration of the same generic words and mark should be once again 

denied and their application should be dismissed under the mandates of  Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 12(b)(3). 

!4

 Fraud in procuring a federal trademark registration occurs when an applicant for 5

registration knowingly makes a specific false, material representation of fact in connection 
with an application to register with the intent of obtaining a registration to which it is 
otherwise not entitled. See In re Bose Corp., 580 F.3d 1240, 91 USPQ2d 1938 (Fed. Cir. 
2009).



 Which brings us to the current RULE 12B(6) MOTION TO DISMISS 

APPLICANT’S TRADEMARK APPLICATION; notwithstanding the fact that Alliance 

Riggers & Constructors, Ltd., has officially and formally “disclaimed” usage of the 

generic words “riggers & constructors” and the name “Alliance” TWICE they have no 

standing to register a trademarked name and the generic and “merely descriptive”  

words. The applicant for trademark application SERIAL NUMBER: 76716209  has 

failed to state a claim upon which relief can be granted, neither is it  plausible on its 

face. Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 129 S.Ct. 1937, 1949-50(2009). It is an 

unconstitutional  application of  Federal Trademark Laws for  trademark application 

SN 76716209 to continue. 

  Furthermore, Applicant not only has disclaimed any  rights to the names 

“Alliance” and “riggers and constructors” but Applicant on November 18, 2014, has 

registered to do business under a different new entity known as  Alliance Tower 

Cranes, LLC., registered agent Phillip Cordova,  1200 Kastrin St., El Paso, Texas 

79907, (Exhibit A)  thus formally abandoning for all intent and purposes any rights 

to use the name “Alliance Riggers & Constructors” and ceasing to exist as “Alliance 

Riggers & Constructors”.  Thus, under the law Applicant has no standing to apply for 

a trademark to the name “Alliance Riggers & Constructors” and the USPTO must 

dismiss  the trademark application SERIAL NUMBER: 76716209. 

 Moreover, Cordova Alliance, LLC., is a separate new Corporate entity which 

has deceptively been implemented into the current Trademark application SERIAL 

NUMBER: 76716209  voiding the application and making it legally insufficient 

because:  (1) Cordova Alliance, LLC., has not made any Entity Clarification of its 

alleged general and limited partnerships, to include their citizenship, (2)  Cordova 

!5



Alliance, LLC., as a separate Corporate Entity has not paid a trademark application 

fee, (3)  There is no USPTO written policy or regulation  which permits TWO 

separate Corporate entities to both claim and file a trademark application for one 

fee and one trademark  (4) If Cordova Alliance, LLC., is allowed to piggyback on the 

application fee of another Corporate Entity, there will be no stopping point.  It can 

become an new precedent established within the  USPTO in which, two, three, a 

hundred different Corporate Entities can file a trademark application based on a 

singular application fee, (5) Cordova Alliance, LLC., has not stated, nor has it  

shown any rights or legitimate interests in respect to the name “alliance riggers & 

constructors”  a name they are attempting to trademark, (6) Cordova Alliance, 

LLC., has not stated what business they are in. The applicant for trademark 

application SERIAL NUMBER: 76716209  has failed to state a claim upon which 

relief can be granted.  At this point in time, the USPTO has no information as to 

who the ownership of the alleged Limited Liability Corporation are, and what 

citizenship they claim.   

 The applicant Cordova Alliance, LLC.,  has not  stated that it has a bona fide 

intent to use the August 4, 2014 new mark for related goods or services.  Under 

these circumstances  neither Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. or Cordova 

Alliance, LLC., have  standing to bring this Trademark Application SN 76716209. 

 The documentation before the USPTO shows that neither Cordova Alliance, 

LLC., nor Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. have: 

(1) used the opposed mark in commerce as of the fling date of Applicant’s use-

based application, 
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(2) the opposed mark is generic for identified services which Cordova Alliance, LLC., 

has not specified they are in, at this point the USPTO has no idea what alleged 

services Cordova Alliance, LLC., is engaged in, 

(3) the opposed mark is incapable of functioning as a service mark, 

(4) neither Cordova Alliance, LLC. nor Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. are the 

rightful owner of the mark identified trademark application SN 76716209, 

(5) the mark in trademark application SN 76716209 is merely ornamental, is not 

inherently distinctive, and has not become distinctive as an indicator of the 

source of the unidentified services of Cordova Alliance, LLC. or Alliance Riggers 

& Constructors, Ltd. 

NEW DRAWING SUBMITTED 

 The documents before the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board document that 

on August 4, 2014 the trademark applicant  SN 76716209 submitted a “new” 

drawing and alleged trademark to the USPTO. A drawing and trademark that was 

different from the original one submitted in their April 21, 2014 application. 

 Not only does the USPTO have before it a trademark application for Cordova 

Alliance, LLC.,  an undefined Corporate Entity, whose citizenship is unknown and 

who has NOT PAID the trademark application fee, but a NEW trademark design 

which was not part of, nor the same trademark for which the April 21, 2014 

trademark application SN 76716209 was filed. 

 The documents before the USPTO show that this “new” trademark design was 

generated and the “first use” of said alleged trademark was August 4, 2014. As a 

matter of law neither neither Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd., nor Cordova 

Alliance, LLC., have utilized  the August 4, 2014 new trademark design for at least 

!7



three years in commerce for their alleged (unidentified) goods and services.   As a 

matter of law,  neither Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd., nor Cordova Alliance, 

LLC., have any standing to file a trademark application based on “one trademark 

name” and then obtain a trademark based on “another trademark name and 

design”. Trademark application SN 76716209 should be dismissed for lack of 

standing and failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. 

 Neither Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. or Cordova Alliance, LLC., have 

any state, federal or common law trademark in the newly created alleged 

trademark as of August 4, 2014. Neither have they stated nor shown any legitimate 

interests in the newly created trademark.  

 Neither has the new trademark “first used on August 4, 2014” been 

published for opposition as required by USPTO regulations. It is an unconstitutional 

application of the Federal Trademark Laws for  trademark application SN 76716209 

to continue. 

 Again, allowing Cordova Alliance, LLC.,  to freely interchange alleged 

“trademarks” and substitute one for another at “random”  presents an 

unconstitutional and illegal application of current Federal trademark laws.  Allowing 

these transgressions can set a dangerous new precedent within the  USPTO in 

which, two, three, a hundred different alleged trademarks can be substituted or 

switched continually and infinitely under the same registration fee and trademark 

application. The danger and negative implications this practice imposes upon the 

legitimacy of the entire trademark application process is far fetching and global in 

nature.  

!
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!

II 

MOTION TO DISMISS 

!
 A motion to dismiss for lack of standing and failure to state a claim upon 

which relief may be granted is a test solely of the legal sufficiency of the complaint. 

Advanced Cardiovascular Sys., Inc. v. SciMed Life Sys., Inc. 988 F.2d 1157, 26 

USPQ2d 1038, 1041 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Rights or Legitimate Interests 

 Once a complainant makes a prima facie showing of absence of rights or 

legitimate interests in a “trademark” name on the part of the alleged trademark 

applicant , as the opposer Linda S. Restrepo has done herein, the evidentiary 6

burden shifts to the respondent to show by concrete evidence that it does have 

rights or legitimate interests in that trademark name.  See Hanna-Barbera Prods., 

Inc. v. Entm’t Commentaries, FA741828 (Nat. Arb. Forum Aug. 18, 2006. 

!9

 The documentation before the USPTO shows that neither Cordova Alliance, LLC., 6

nor Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. have: 
(1) used the opposed mark in commerce as of the fling date of Applicant’s use-

based application. See, e.g. Clorox Co. v. Salazar, 108 USPQ2d 1083, 1086-87 
(TTAB 2013). 

(2) the opposed mark is generic for identified services which Cordova Alliance, LLC., 
has not specified they are in, at this point the USPTO has no idea what alleged 
services Cordova Alliance, LLC., is engaged in. See Trademark Act § 23. 

(3) the opposed mark is incapable of functioning as a service mark. See Trademark 
Act §§ 1,2 and 45.  

(4) neither Cordova Alliance, LLC. nor Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. are the 
rightful owner of the proposed  mark identified in the trademark application SN 
76716209. See, e.g., Nahshin v. Product Source Int’l, LLC, 107  USPQ2d 1257 
(TTAB 2013). 

(5) the mark in trademark application SN 76716209 is merely ornamental, is not 
inherently distinctive, and has not become distinctive as an indicator of the 
source of the unidentified services of Cordova Alliance, LLC. See Trademark Act 
§§ 1,2 and 45. 



   In order to withstand such a motion each Corporate Entity, Cordova 

Alliance, LLC., and Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. independently and 

separately  need to allege such facts as would, if proven  establish that they are 

entitled to the relief sought; that is: 

(1) Cordova Alliance, LLC., and Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. independently 

and separately must establish that they have standing to maintain the 

proceeding; 

(2) Cordova Alliance, LLC., and Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. independently 

and separately must establish a valid ground exits for approval of the 

registration they seek. Young v. AGB Corp., 152 F3d 1377, 47 USPQ2d 1752, 

1854 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

 Standing is a threshold issue that must be proved in every inter parties case.  

Lipton industries, Inc., v. Ralston Purina Co., 670 F.2d 1024, 213 USPQ 185, 188 

(CCPA 1982). To establish standing Cordova Alliance, LLC., and Alliance Riggers & 

Constructors, Ltd. independently and separately must show that they have a direct 

and personal stake in the outcome of this proceeding and to the  “newly created” 

alleged trademark filed August 4, 2014. 

 It is clear as a matter of law that two separate legal entities, Cordova 

Alliance, LLC., and Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd.,  cannot both claim rights 

to the same alleged trademark name. 

 The chameleon approach Cordova Alliance, LLC., and Alliance Riggers & 

Constructors, Ltd., have taken of applying for “any trademark name and design” 

that the USPTO will accept makes evidentiary clear that neither Cordova Alliance, 

!10



LLC., nor Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd., have a valid or legitimate trademark 

application or name and thus have no standing herein.  

 The Applicant’s attempt to obtain a trademark to prevent legitimate 

trademarks from being registered, and  to benefit monetarily from any variation of 

any trademark they may be able to deceive the USPTO into granting them.  

 Cordova Alliance, LLC., and Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd., are fully 

aware of the legally owned trademark of (Alliance Steel), the Patented  design of 

Paul Thomas Wood, Mandeville, LA Pub. No: US2010/0083515 A1; Pub. Date: April 

8, 2010 and that a domain name already exists. 

 Applicant April 21, 2014  fraud in procuring a federal trademark registration 

and their knowing specific false, material representation of fact in connection with 

the application to register was done with the intent of obtaining a registration to 

which they are not  otherwise not entitled. See In re Bose Corp., 580 F.3d 1240, 91 

USPQ2d 1938 (Fed. Cir. 2009).  

 Since neither Cordova Alliance, LLC., and Alliance Riggers & Constructors, 

Ltd., have any legal interest in the name they are attempting to obtain a trademark 

on, there is no reasonable basis in that that either Cordova Alliance, LLC., and 

Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. have any direct,personal or commercial 

interest in the outcome of this proceeding.  Without such interest, Cordova Alliance, 

LLC., and Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd., do not have standing and they have 

failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

 Trademark application SN 76716209  is an unconstitutional application of 

Federal Trademark Laws; it should never have been filed at all. It is fatally deficient 

!11



on the law as well and, barring dismissal under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(3), this Court 

can,  and should dismiss it for failure to state a claim. 

!
 WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Opposer Linda S. Restrepo, 

requests that trademark application SN 76716209 submitted by Cordova Alliance, 

LLC., and Alliance Riggers & Constructors, Ltd. be dismissed in its entirety and that 

Opposer Linda S. Restrepo be award such other and further relief to which she is 

entitled in equity and in law. 

Respectfully submitted.!

/s/ LINDA S. RESTREPO-Pro Se 
P.O. Box 12066 
El Paso, Texas 79912 
(915)581-2732 
rd-intl@zianet.com 
!

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

!
I hereby certify that on this 28th day of May 2015 a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document was delivered  as required by the Federal Rules of 
civil Procedure by mailing a copy of same via first class mail, postage pre-paid  to 
Wayne R. Pritchard, P.C., 300 East Main, Suite 1240, El Paso, Texas 79901. 
!
/s/ Linda S. Restrepo 
P.O. Box 12066 
El Paso, Texas 79912 
(915) 581-2732 
rd-intl@zianet.com
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5/28/15, 12:25 PMBUSINESS ORGANIZATIONS INQUIRY - VIEW ENTITY

Page 1 of 1https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/corp_inquiry/corp_inquiry-entity.asp?s…:Ndocument_number=608782160002&:Npgcurrent=1&:Norder_item_type_id=10

TEXAS SECRETARY of STATE
CARLOS H. CASCOS

   UCC |  Business Organizations |  Trademarks |  Notary |  Account |  Help/Fees |  Briefcase |  Logout

BUSINESS ORGANIZATIONS INQUIRY - VIEW ENTITY

Filing Number: 802103054 Entity Type: Domestic Limited Liability
Company (LLC) 

Original Date of Filing: November 18, 2014 Entity Status: In existence 
Formation Date: N/A 
Tax ID: FEIN: 
Duration: Perpetual 

Name: ALLIANCE TOWER CRANES, LLC 

Address: [ADDRESS NOT PROVIDED] 

REGISTERED AGENT FILING HISTORY NAMES MANAGEMENT ASSUMED NAMES 
ASSOCIATED

ENTITIES 

Last Update Name Title Address 

November 18, 2014 Phillip H. Cordova Manager 1200 Kastrin St.
El Paso, TX 79907-1709 USA 

November 18, 2014 Paul B. Cordova Manager 1200 Kastrin St.
El Paso, TX 79907-1709 USA 

November 18, 2014 Phillip H. Pruett Manager 1200 Kastrin St.
El Paso, TX 79907-1709 USA 

Order Return to Search

Instructions: 
To place an order for additional information about a filing press the 'Order' button.

EXHIBIT A

https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/home/home-ucc.asp
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/home/home-corp.asp
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/home/home-tm.asp
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/home/home-notary.asp
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/acct/acct-menu.asp
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/help/help.asp
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/acct/acct-batch.asp?spage=batch-view
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/acct/acct-logout.asp
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/corp_inquiry/corp_inquiry-entity.asp?spage=ra&:Spagefrom=&:Sfiling_number=802103054&:Ndocument_number=608782160002&:Npgcurrent=1&:Norder_item_type_id=10
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/corp_inquiry/corp_inquiry-entity.asp?spage=docs&:Spagefrom=&:Sfiling_number=802103054&:Ndocument_number=608782160002&:Npgcurrent=1&:Norder_item_type_id=10
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/corp_inquiry/corp_inquiry-entity.asp?spage=names&:Spagefrom=&:Sfiling_number=802103054&:Ndocument_number=608782160002&:Npgcurrent=1&:Norder_item_type_id=10
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/corp_inquiry/corp_inquiry-entity.asp?spage=mgmt&:Spagefrom=&:Sfiling_number=802103054&:Ndocument_number=608782160002&:Npgcurrent=1&:Norder_item_type_id=10
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/corp_inquiry/corp_inquiry-entity.asp?spage=an&:Spagefrom=&:Sfiling_number=802103054&:Ndocument_number=608782160002&:Npgcurrent=1&:Norder_item_type_id=10
https://direct.sos.state.tx.us/corp_inquiry/corp_inquiry-entity.asp?spage=ae&:Spagefrom=&:Sfiling_number=802103054&:Ndocument_number=608782160002&:Npgcurrent=1&:Norder_item_type_id=10







